social values (Ohbuchi & Tedeschi, 1997; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994) . Thus, goals pursued during interpersonal conflict have motivational effects on behavior (Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002) , and provide a framework for processing social situations by directing attention and affecting interpretations that subsequently influence generation, evaluation and selection of strategies (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Graham, Argyle, & Furnham, 1980; Chung & Asher, 1996) . The notion that goals have motivational effect on behavior has been supported by findings demonstrating that behavioral responses to provocations are relatively consistent with social goals (Chung & Asher, 1996; Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002) . Furthermore, studies identify that conflicts are shaped largely by the interaction of parties' perceptions of opportunities and risks (Felson, 1993; Oliver, 1994; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994; Wilkinson, 2003; Winstok, 2006 Winstok, , 2007 Winstok & Enosh, 2007) . Conflict-related goals and consequent behavioral tactics may be perceived as the covert and overt aspects of the same phenomenon, respectively, and therefore studying the prevalence of behavioral tactics may improve our understanding of the goals
Introduction: Behavior as goal driven
Human behavior is regulated to a large extent by anticipated consequences of prospective actions, and is intended to minimize undesirable outcomes (costs) and/or maximize desirable outcomes (benefits) (Bandura, 1973) . These cost and benefit considerations are the product of goals that reflect
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The present study was set up to test the perceived distribution of verbal and physical violent behaviors among same-and opposite-genders. More specifically, those perceived violent behaviors are examined as the outcome of adolescents' cost-risk goals. The study assumes two conflicting social goals: Whereas the goal of risk reduction may motivate withdrawal from conflict, and decrease the prevalence of violent events, the goal of pursuing social status may motivate initiation and/or retaliation, thus increasing the prevalence of violence. The study is based on a sample of 155 high-school students that recorded the frequency of observing violent events in their peer group over a one-week period. Findings demonstrate that for males, opponent gender had a primary effect on violence distribution. Males exhibited violence against males more frequently than against females. This result is consistent with the assumption that males set a higher priority to pursuing social status. For females, verbal violence was more frequent than physical forms of aggression. This is consistent with the assumption that females set a higher priority on avoiding risk. These results are discussed from an evolutionary cost-risk perspective.
Keywords: Distribution of violence, goal driven aggression, gender differences directing behavior of males vs. females in aggressive conflict situations. The aim of the present study is to test distribution of verbal and physical violent behaviors of males against males, males against females, females against males and females against females as the outcome of adolescents' cost-risk goals. While risk reduction may motivate withdrawal from conflict and thus decrease the prevalence of violent events, pursuing social status may motivate initiation and/or retaliation, thus increasing the prevalence of violent events.
Costs and benefits in aggression and violence
Studies in the field of aggression and violence have interpreted the distribution of various violent events among males and between males and females using a "cost-benefit goal-driven assumption." However, these studies are limited from several aspects. In these studies, respondents classified their role in violent events as targets and/or aggressors, and they reported others who exhibited violent behaviors. In most cases, however, respondents identified only the gender of one of the participants in the violent encounter. Furthermore, these studies did not necessarily include reference to both verbal and physical violence. Studies addressing all three variables (i.e., the aggressor's gender, the target's gender, and the aggressive action) are scarce. The importance of understanding violent behaviors as motivated by goals, resulted in conjectures where data was missing. Although some researchers noted this lacunae (e.g., Archer, 2004) , the scarcity of research is still conspicuous. Finally, where participants refer to their own involvement in violent events, conclusions of these studies may have been further limited by reporting bias. The accuracy in self-report is compromised compared to cases where participants are asked to report about events they witnessed. To overcome these limitations of previous studies, the present study refers to the frequency of witnessing (as opposed to direct involvement in) eight types of violent events differentiated by the aggressor's gender (male or female), the target's gender (male or female) and the severity of the violent action (verbal or physical).
The relationships between outcome expectations (anticipated costs and benefits) and aggressive behavior have been discussed theoretically and have received ample empirical support. Campbell (2005) referred to aggression as a contingent strategy where the value of the rewards multiplied by the probability of obtaining them exceeds the value of the costs multiplied by the likelihood of incurring them. Costs may include injury or death, while rewards may include the acquisition or maintenance of valued resources (Campbell, 2006) .
Tactics of confrontation: retreat and retaliation
Avoiding physical harm represents a dilemma in interpersonal conflicts that may escalate to violence. If one party chooses to retreat, he/she may exit the conflict without substantial harm (low cost) but it could generate more severe aggression on the part of the second party (high cost), who may perceive the retreating party as a weak, easy target. In contrast, a decision to retaliate may deter the other party, and the conflict may result in no significant harm (low cost). However, retaliation may evoke greater aggression on the part of the attacker (high cost) (i.e., Baron, 1971 Baron, , 1973 Donnerstein, Donnerstein, Simon, & Ditrichs, 1972; Shortell, Epstein & Taylor, 1970) .
Retreat or retaliation may have implications for social reputation and status. The peer environment, especially during adolescence, may perceive retreat from conflict as a sign of weakness and position the retreating party at the bottom of the social hierarchy (high cost). Low status and a reputation of weakness may evoke, in turn, more aggression by others who seek to enhance their own standing without assuming substantial risks. On the other hand, retaliation may enhance social reputation and status. However, the notion that retreat diminishes social status while retaliation enhances social reputation and status is not straightforward and depends on additional factors. For instance, in a conflict between parties of unequal strength, if the stronger party retreats it may positively contribute to his or her reputation: he/she may then be viewed not only as strong but also as generous and smart. Retaliation by the weaker party may adversely affect reputation by making him/her appear not only weak but stupid. Furthermore, through such unequal confrontations, one may acquire a negative social reputation of being cruel and unfair. On the other hand, withdrawal from conflicts with relatively weak opponents, may earn the withdrawing party the reputation as being smart and generous. In physical conflicts between males and females, such a behavioral tendency is designated as benevolent genderism or paternalistic chivalry Glick et al., 2000; Glick & Fiske, 1996; Viki, Abrams, & Hutchison, 2003; Viki, Massey, & Masser, 2005) and serves as a protective factor for females.
The role of gender difference in choice of tactics
Numerous studies have explored gender differences in the use of aggressive behavior (i.e., form, severity and frequency) and in other perception-and emotionrelated variables (for reviews, see : Archer, 2004; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1986) . These studies have demonstrated that although males engage more frequently in direct aggression than females, this difference was smaller for verbal aggression than for physical aggression (Archer, 2004; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1986) . Although research has rarely addressed the gender of both parties involved in an aggressive encounter, it seems that males and females exhibit more aggression in same-gender altercations compared to cross-gender conflicts (Archer 2004; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996) . Relative to males, females have more concern about the harm their aggression might cause both to themselves and their opponent, and experience more guilt and anxiety as a consequence of their own aggression (Baron-Cohen, 2003; Eagly & Steffen, 1986; Olweus & Endereson, 1998) . Campbell (2006) concluded that the magnitude of the gender difference in aggression-related variables increases in proportion to the dangerous nature of the behavior.
Conclusion: gender, goals and tactics of managing aggressive conflicts
In conclusion, the theoretical framework and empirical findings summarized above indicate that two types of goals may be guiding individual behaviors in interpersonal conflicts: reduction of risks, and enhancement of social status and reputation. Although in many aspects the two types of goals counter each other, they are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The choice between the two involves considerations that are personal (e.g., avoiding severe aggression, injury and harm to self or other, getting into trouble) as well as social (e.g., avoid being labeled as an easy target, teaching others a lesson, win, demonstrating that it is not worth messing with you). Since personal and social considerations stem from shared knowledge (values and norms), the considerations of one party are based on their evaluation of the other party's motivations and considerations. Thus, we hypothesize that the social aspects of goals are stronger than the personal considerations.
In this study, adolescents report witnessing eight types of violent events differentiated by the aggressor's gender (male or female), the gender of the victim (male or female) and the severity of the violent action (verbal or physical). Based on the goal-driven violence assumption, it was hypothesizes that verbal aggression is more frequent then physical aggression; males are aggressive more frequently than females; males are more frequent targets of aggression than females; aggression against same-gender opponents is more frequent than cross-gender aggression. Most importantly, however, this study seeks to explore the interaction effect, if any, between aggressor's gender, target's gender and type of aggression.
Method
The study is a comparative, cross-sectional survey, comparing the frequency of witnessed aggressive conflicts among males and female adolescents, among a convenience sample of high-school adolescents in central Israel.
Sample. The sample in this study is based on 155 high-school students, 47.1% boys and 52.9% girls, whose average age is 16.76 years (SD=.82). The students are from 8 classes (two 10 th grade classes, four 11 th grade classes and two 12 th grade classes) in two high-schools in two adjacent towns in central Israel. Based on municipal and Israeli census statistics, the students in the sample come from middle and middle-high socio-economic status neighborhoods. Most students (96.1%) are Jewish. Of all students, 66.5% described themselves as secular, 31% as traditional and the remainder described themselves as religious. One fourth (25%) of students reported a father or a mother having post-secondary education. Virtually all (96.8%) reported having a computer with internet access at home, and 86% had plans to continue to university.
Data Collection, Procedures, Approval and Consents. The study was approved by the University of Haifa review board for ethical research, and by the schools managers, serving in the role of in-loco parentis. All students were promised anonymity, and were informed, both orally by the surveyors and in the written instructions of the questionnaires, of their right to choose not to participate, to withdraw from the study, and/or to return blank sheets. Overall, of 160 forms of the questionnaire were distributed in classes, 21 were returned blank (86.9% response rate). In order to secure anonymity, no explicit consent forms were signed, however, filling up a questionnaire was considered as consenting to participate, and was explicitly stated so to the students.
Trained undergraduate students conducted the survey, after the required permission was obtained and interviews were scheduled in advance. Surveyors entered classrooms, where they introduced themselves and described the study topic, conflicts among adolescents. In addition, the interviewers explained to the students that their participation was voluntary and anonymous, and that confidentiality would be maintained regarding the participation of the students, classes and school. The surveyors then distributed the questionnaires, providing a detailed explanation for each section, and brief instructions for completing the questionnaire. Most students agreed to participate in the study and completed the task according to instructions. In several cases, the surveyors were required to provide additional explanations and assist in the completion of the forms.
Research Instrument. Participants recorded the frequency of observing (as opposed to being involved in) each event type in their peer group over a one week period, using a 5-point scale ranging from 1=not at all to 5= every day. The study comprises 8 items representing 8 forms of physical or verbal violence: 1) a boy verbally abusing another boy 2) a boy verbally abusing a girl 3) a boy physically abusing a boy 4) a boy physically abusing a girl 5) a girl verbally abusing a boy 6) a girl verbally abusing a girl 7) a girl physically abusing a boy and 8) a girl physically abusing a girl. In other words, each adolescent was asked how many times over the past week have he or she observed each of the following aggressive interactions occurring among their peer in school. The questions were followed by all 8 options.
Results
The current study set up to examine the role of gender differences in determining exposure to aggressive interactions, as well as the differences between male and female adolescents in using aggressive behaviors against same gender and other gender opponents. Thus, the research questions that guided the study were: Are there any gender differences among adolescents in witnessing violent encounters? Are there any differences between male adolescents and female adolescents in using aggressive behaviors against same-gender opponents? Are there any gender differences between male and female adolescents in using aggressive behaviors against other-gender opponents?
Thus, in order to test the effects of (1) Aggressor's Gender, (2) Target's Gender, and (3) Form of Aggression, on the distribution of witnessed violent events, a Repeated Measures ANOVA was performed, with respondent's gender as the between-subjects effect, and the three aforementioned variables as the within-subjects effects. The distribution of witnessed aggression is presented in Of all items, the two most commonly witnessed events are males involved in verbal quarrels with other males (M=3.708), and males involved in physical quarrels with other males (M=2.655). Femalefemale verbal quarrels were the third most common event (M= 2.431) and the fourth is females who quarrel verbally with males (M=2.330); followed by verbal quarrels of males with females (M=2.269). Physical aggression involving females was relatively rare, with declining order of observed events from female-to-male aggression (M=1.704), male-tofemale aggression (M=1.547), and finally, females who clash physically with females were the rarest (M=1.451).
Discussion
This study is based on the frequency and distribution of violent behaviors observed by Israeli highschool students. The first question to be addressed therefore is whether the information provided by participants demonstrates a gender effect. Findings indicate that participants' gender had no effect on their frequency of witnessing violence, with the exception of an aggressor gender interaction effect: males and females witnessed violence at a similar frequency although females reported witnessing more female violence than males witnessed. How can this be explained? First, it is conceivable that females and males observe a similar amount of male aggression, while females may be more sensitively attuned to female aggression, which may be more subtle than male aggression and unrecognized by males. Second, female violence directed towards males may be regarded by males as "playful violence" (Perry & Fromuth, 2005; Ryan & Mohr, 2005) rather than "real violence", and therefore its significance is disregarded or downplayed by male observers. Third, female aggression may occur in situations where males are not present; therefore, males will be less exposed to violence among females. This may occur if, through violence, females are perceived as less feminine and less attractive by males. This notion is discussed further below, in the context of a comparison between female and male frequencies of violence. The three-way interaction between the gender of the aggressor, the gender of the target, and the form of aggression used is the most important finding of the study. For males, opponent gender had a primary effect on violence distribution: males exhibited violence against males more frequently than against females. The type of violence had an effect on the distribution of violence, albeit secondary: verbal violence was more frequent than physical forms of aggression. The distribution of violent behaviors among males supports the goal-driven aggression hypothesis, which suggests that the violent behavior of males is primarily influenced by a desire to promote one's social status, and less strongly so by a desire to minimize physical injury. In other words, the higher priority males place on the instrumental role of violence in promoting social status is evident from their more frequent use of violence against males rather than against females.
In general, the findings in this study are consistent with similar other studies indicating that verbal violence is common more that physical violence, and that boys, in general tend to be involved in altercations that tend to escalate to physical violence more than girls, especially when the potential for getting physically hurt is high. (Archer, 2004; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1986) . However, it is very hard to compare the details of such studies with the current one, on such parameters as the distribution of type of violence, gender of aggressor and gender of victim. Such detailed comparison is not available for two main reasons: First, all such studies have measured not observation and witnessing aggressive interactions but rather involvement in such. Second, and even more to the point, in most of those studies the gender of the opponent is unidentified (Archer, 2004) . Those differences render the current study unique in nature. Such uniqueness is welcome since it enabled us to explore previously unexplored issues, and yet it made comparability with other studies harder to achieve.
Social status rivalry among a group of males may be limited to bravado, but may find actual expression in various degrees of severity from verbal aggression to physical violence. A verbally or physically aggressive competition is an opportunity to maintain or promote social status but it also harbors the risk of physical injury, as well as the risk of harsher retaliation by the victim or his relatives and friends later on. The more severe the violence, the greater the potential gain and the related risk. Moderate manifestations of power in the form of physical aggression are preferable, at least initially, since they convey a message of willingness to fight for status (unwillingness to withdraw), while maintaining a relatively low risk level. As the severity of violence increases, gain potential and risk increase.
Thus, verbal aggression is a preferable means and is more frequently used. Occasionally, verbal aggression is insufficient to achieve the desired social goal (the opponent is not deterred by the use of violence) or inefficient (for example, in encounters with individuals who speak a different language) or the opponent is not perceived as dangerous to the aggressor (for example when the aggressor is strong and the opponent weak). In such cases, physical violence will be used to define power differential and dominance. The findings of this study reflect these cost-benefit considerations (cost of injury, gain of social status).
Whereas male-to-male violence is instrumental for social status enhancement, male to female violence may harm social status, based on social norms of chivalry and genderism Glick et al., 2000; Glick & Fiske, 1996; Viki, Abrams, & Hutchison, 2003; Viki, Massey, & Masser, 2005 ). The question is, then, what is the underlying motive for male-to-female violence. The answer to this question may consist of several parts. First, banter and verbal challenging may be part of the ongoing process of status determination in the broader social adolescent system, regardless of gender. Second, violence may be part of the courting game and/or dating, as numerous studies of dating violence have shown (e.g., Perry & Fromuth, 2005; Ryan & Mohr, 2005; Sears, Byers, Whelan, & Saint-Pierre, 2006 ).
Third, male to female violence may attest to the slowly eroding boundary between the genders, and indicate increasing egalitarianism, and loss of chivalry. Finally, it may be that the cases of male-tofemale violence represent males who have less resource power, are impulsive and have less selfcontrol. Thus, they tend to "overshoot" every opponent, including females. If this final possibility is true, it would make sense that the status of such males is lower to begin with, and their attempts to raise their status are misconceived and tend to further lower it among both males and females. Examining such possibility would call for more indepth observations and interviewing, using qualitative methods, since Findings of this study support the suggestion that females tend to use more verbal and relational forms of aggression, and relatively less risky and physical types of aggression (Little et. al., 2003) . The higher frequency of verbal violence over physical violence by female adolescents towards both boys and girls demonstrates female adolescents' clear preference for minimizing risk, compared to adolescent boys. Findings of this study concerning physical violence by female adolescents, however, indicate that other motives may also be in operation. Females use physical violence more frequently against males than against females, and more than males do against females. Those findings ostensibly challenge the female adolescents' motive of risk minimization. However, girls may consider their male counterparts less physically dangerous than they actually are, due to male adolescents' reluctance to use physical violence against female adolescents. Thus, female adolescents may consider other female adolescents as more dangerous opponents in physical altercations compared to their male counterparts. This outcome is consistent with the findings presented by Felson (1993 indicating that males tend to avoid harming girls, whereas girls tend to take this male avoidance into account, and allow themselves the use of more violence against males.
From a more general perspective, the findings also demonstrate that males are more violent than females. While goals may explain the distribution of forms of violence for each gender, they are ineffective in explaining gender differences. Social role theory (Bettencourt & Kernahan, 1997; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1986) and sexual selection theory (Archer, 1996; Daly & Wilson, 1988) may shed light on this issue. Females are not merely engaged in simple cost benefit calculation: their status considerations are more complex than just overcoming a rival. As they seek to avoid risk on the one hand, they also wish to enhance their status in the eyes of males as well as females. In order to do so -they must adhere to accepted social norms of feminine behavior. While culture and society allow for a limited use of violence and force by a girl, especially if performed as "playful violence" (Perry & Fromuth, 2005; Ryan & Mohr, 2005) , excessive use of violence by a female may stigmatize her as masculine, and diminish her status among males as well as other females. To some extent, the same is also true for males. Males who overuse physical power, even against other males, will be stigmatized by other males and females as "out of control" and "dangerous", thus lowering their potential value as mates among females, and their social status among other males -they would be considered unworthy of friendship and cooperation -a major social goal among both sexes. Yet, since society dictates different expectation from males and females, the amount of endorsed violence among males will be somewhat higher than among females, allowing for the difference in observed frequency.
Society and culture manipulate individual behavior through a relatively covert system of expectations and guidelines, rewards and punishments. Therefore, violence, although a personal behavior, is first and foremost a socio-cultural product. This study supports this argument by clearly demonstrating that the distribution of violence is systematic and gender underlies these distributions. Moreover, although the distributions found in this research are sound, they are no more trivial than other possible distributions. For example, it is conceivable to find an identical distribution structure for both genders in life environments that are guided by a different normative system. This can stem among other things from a dominant goal shared by both genders such as minimizing risk or promoting status.
Study limitations and recommendations for future research
This study is based on violent behavior observed by research participants. To reduce possible bias, only violent behaviors exhibited in public were studied. Nonetheless, similarly to any non-normative behavior, the willingness to act violently is affected by expected social response and declines in proportion to the anticipated severity, certainty and immediacy of the social response (as with the case of male violence against females). Accordingly, the cost of violence in public may be higher to the perpetrator than that of violence in private, which can be more easily denied, explained or rationalized. From a perspective of gain rather than cost, as with the case of social reputation, violence occurring out of the public eye is of low value (as with the case of male-tomale aggression). Subject to these arguments, it may be predicted that the distribution of violence exhibited in public will be different from those employed in private, and that violent behaviors in private constitute more severe violations of social norms (or are less beneficial) compared to violence committed in public. In this context, the findings of this study shed only partial light on the issue of same-gender and cross-gender violence because the findings are limited to violence perpetrated in public. This drawback, however, may constitute an advantage in the study of the social codes guiding individuals' everyday interactions.
The methodology used in this study turns participants into observers. As such, they can provide credible information on overt aspects (violent behavior) of social life, but not about its covert aspects (the goals violence is used to obtain). This is a significant limitation. The assumption underlying this study, that violence is driven by goals, was used to draft hypotheses regarding the distribution of violent behavior. These hypotheses were supported by the findings, but this support is insufficient to demonstrate that the basic assumptions are true. Moreover, this issue cannot be explored by the present methodology. The required conclusion from these limitations is that follow-up studies aiming to link goals and violent behaviors should establish a methodology that directly addresses aggressors, and distinguishes violence perpetrated in public from violence perpetrated in private. These methodologies should also address potential social desirability effects.
Many of the conclusions derived from this study gave rise to further speculation and hypotheses. In order to examine some of those, as was referred to within the text; it would be desirable to augment the study using qualitative methods of observation and in-depth interviewing. Such methods may enable us to examine more thoroughly the explicit and more implicit considerations of male and female adolescents involved in violent interactions, as well as of those observing such interactions.
Finally, the study is limited in scope of population sampled. The respondents were sampled using a convenience sample, from two neighborhoods in central Israel, and represent mostly mainstream, secular-Jewish, middle class adolescents. The results indicate the need to replicate the study using more representative samples, so comparisons may be carried out between different socioeconomic neighborhoods, different ethnic groups and cultures, and even international comparisons. Such replication would facilitate not only the comparison of different groups, but also the more accurate assessment of the levels of exposure and use of violence by male and female adolescents against same and other-gender opponents, and the correlates of such exposure, witnessing, usage and victimization.
